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Chapter I 
INTRODUCTION 
Numerous experiments have been conducted with 
beef cattle to determine just what effects the ad­
ministration of diethylstilbestrol has on the carcass 
before and after maturity with respect to growth. 
Curiosity also led to studies which were design­
ed to determine the quality of the carcass once the ani­
mal had been subjected to this synthetic hormone. The 
method, amount, and length of time in which stilbestrol 
was administered varied with each experiment. 
Impetus has been given recently to comparative 
studies on the oral and implant methods of hormone ad­
ministration. One reason for this comparison was to de­
termine whether stilbestrol administered, either orally 
or by implantation, influenced the tenderness, juciness 
and flavor of beef as evaluated by sensory panel testing. 
Other experiments have been conducted with stil­
bestrol on suckling calves on pasture and creep feeding. 
a 
Chapter II 
Comparative Effects of Orally and Implanted 
Stilbeatrol on Peed Itequircmeut and 
Liveweight Gain of Beef Cattle 
Experiments with yearling steers and heifers we re 
conducted by Burr -ugh est. ol. (1P5S) using high-grain 
fattening rations, high roughage grain and roughage con­
tent. the purpose of this investigation was to study the 
influence of oral ad: laistration of diethylstilbc ,trol 
upon livewaight gains and feed requirement par unit of 
livewnight. Livewaight gains were increased and feed re­
quirements were reduced by incorporating stilbestrol in 
the food in effective amounts (averaging between 5 and.ID 
rag. of etilbostrol par animal per day), The presence of 
atilbestrol in the feed increased about five per cent. 
The response of oral admin is tret ion of stilbestrol was 
equally, as effective .the last half of the feeding periods 
as the first half when all five experiiacuta were considered. 
The undesirable, side effects reported, a a a result of 
other means of atilbestrol a&alnistruticn. were not observed 
in any of these experiments . 
In I95f, Burroughs and associates of the Iowa. Station 
reported striking results from. Including 10 rag. per 
head daily of stilbestrol In flic, concentrate mixture for 
fattening, cattle* The rate of gdin decldely increased 
3 
and the amount of feed required per 100 lbs. gain re­
duced without the undesirable effects often produced 
by hormone implantation. 
Experiments were conducted by Mitchell et. al. 
(1953), Perry et. al. (1955), IClostcman et. al. (1954) 
.Andrews et. al. (1954) and Luther et. al* (1954), in 
5 Iowa experiment stations, with yearlings and heifers. 
The average rate of gain was increased 17 per cent and 
the feed efficiency was increased 17 per cent and 
the feed efficiency was raised 11 per cent. 
Preston et. al., (1956), showed that when stilbes-
trol is properly used to supplement a ration for fatten­
ing cattle, the meat does not contain any appreciable 
amount of the hormone. 
Andrew et. al. (1957), reported through surveys 
that: 
1. Implanted cattle will not gain as 
well as non-treated feeders when 
placed on feed 
2* Previously implanted may be so out 
of shape from side effects caused by 
the summer implants, that they will 
sell at a discount when finished 
3. Implanted cattle are heavier and 
thus a poor risk for the feeder 
who wants to put on the gain himself 
and 
4. There is uncertainty as to whether 
the implantations were made properly 
and at the recommended dosage level. 
4 
Andrews and his associates further concluded that 
if.'*:-'' TT^'JT' 4 
implanting is the perferred methods of administering 
stilbcstrol to cattle on pasture because it is cheaper 
and no supplemental £e d is necessary as a carrier. 
Numerous tests showed that stilbcstrol adcinistra.tion 
increased gains of cattle on grass. The amount of 
additional gain depended on many factors, however, the 
results have been remarkably consistent. 
Clegg ct. al . (1955), found that implanting the 
hormone tablets generally increased the gains of 
fattening cattle considerably, it often had some decidely 
bad effects including elevated tail head, sagging of the 
loin, mounting of other cattle mammary development, and 
sometimes in the case of heifers, prolapse of the 




The Effect of Quantitative Administration 
of Stilbestrol on Pasture and Drylot 
Feeding of Beef Cattle 
Recent tests by Glegg et. al« (1958) indicated that 
12 rag. of stilbestrol may be enough for a good response, 
with less chance of side effects. The author stated 
that suckling calves at several experiment stations 
have shown increases in weaning weights of about 25-30 
pounds due to low levels of stilbestrol implants 
(usually 12 rag.) at three to four months of age. 
Young suckling calves have been implanted by Beeson 
et. al. (1955) with 12-24 rag. at about 31 raonths of age 
at the Oklahoma station. Several groups of steers and 
heifer calves have been full-fed after weaning whereas 
other implanted and untreated calves have been wintered 
at relatively low levels. Results show that the 
implanted calves continue to perform AS XJC.11 as those 
not implanted. Thus the increase rate of gain made 
from implanting young suckling calves may well be true 
growth, and this advantage may be maintained when calves 
are carried beyond weaning age. 
With yearling steers implanted at the start of the 
summer pasture season, the authors noticed subsequent 
performance in the feed-lot is more variable. The 
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results with yearling appeared to have been different 
than for calves. Subsequent feedlot performance of 
pasture implanted yearling cattle appeared slightly re­
duced. This effect occurred in 4 out of 5 of the above 
trials summarized. 
Clegg (195C) also found thai the effect of summer 
implants on carcass grade has been vairablc. In 
several teats non-treated cattle have responded better 
to feedlot implantations than implanted cattle on 
pasture. 
Kercher (1958), found that steers implanted only 
oncc-on grass, gained more than steers which had never 
been treated with stilbestrol. Steers implanted twice 
on grass and again in the feedlot gained more than steers 
implanted once whether that once was in the feedlot or 
on grass. This author noticed no adverse side effect 
from the hormones at anytime. 
In the Oregan trials, England and Taylor (1958), 
conducted four re-implantation trials using stilbestrol 
on wcannr steers in drylot. These authors learned that 
a starting implant of 15, 18, or 30 rag. of stilbestrol 
backed by a re-implant 60-90 days later resulted in a 
higher average daily gain than a single initial implant 
during the feeding period. 
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Nipper et. al# (1958) implanted high grade Hereford 
calves when they were about 3-1 months old. They out 
gained, by 33 pounds each, similar type c. Ives running on 
the same pasture and with acess to the same creep feeding. 
A third group of calves were implanted and put on lush 
spring pasture with no creep feeding. These animals 
scaled an average 25 pounds more than the control group 
and returned $5.66 more. Nipper concluded that the im­
planted calves showed more bloom and finish and most 
calves sold for higher prices. 
In 1957, Williams and associates at substation no, 
18, Prairie View A k M College, found that from the results 
of administering stilbestrol to beef catties# the steers 
had an advantage over heifers in daily gain, feed efficiency 
and market price. This occurred in a 168 day dry lot 
feeding, Hie heifers, however, had more finish as indi­
cated by higher carcass yield. Steers receiving a sub­
cutaneous implantation of 36 to 60 milligrams of stilbestrol 
made more gain than those not implanted; but there was 
no advantage for the implanted heifers. The higher level® 
of implantation produced undesirable side effects. 
The lack of response in each of the two year's trials 
in rate of gain and feed efficiency of steers fed the 10 
mg. level of stilbestrol was not readily explainable. 
8 
This was at variance with results published by other 
investigators (3eee<m et.al (1955), Burr-m; us at. 
al. (1935), The improved performance in both trials 
of steers fed 30 tag, of stilbestrcl demonstrates that, 
under conditions of this experiment, 10 mg. was 
definitely not the optimum level for stimulation of 




The Effects of Methods of Stilbestrol Administration 
on Quality Factors of Beef 
The increase in rate of gain and efficiency of food 
utilisation following stilbestrol sdministration in 
beef cattle is of great economic importance. 
An experiment was performed with beef cattle using 
stilbestrol by liar ion et. al, (I960), to test the quality 
of the carcass. Within any one cut, statistically 
significant differences in tenderness among the experi­
mental groups., occurred only in the posterior top round 
roast. Differences in tenderness among the groups in the 
other cuts were not statistically significant. Trends, 
however, toward leas tender meat from the stilbestrol 
treated animals were evident. vfnen the scores of the 
four cuts trere combined, the differences were highly sig­
nificant. Although the different cuts were not evaluated 
simultaneously, very highly significant differences in 
tenderness scores were ascribed to the four cuts. Ho 
real differences in tenderness were observed between the 
two rib-roast. However, the anterior round roast was 
rated significantly more tender than the posterior round 
cut. There were no real different es in tenderness scores 
, . . , _ stilbestrol administration, 
due to the method of 
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Analysis of scores of the individual•scores of 
the individual cuts by this author revealed no significant 
differences in Juiciness among tde four groups. 
Hie author observed that flavor quality among the 
four cuts varied significantly with obvious differences 
between the toy round and rib roast. As with tenderness 
and juiciness factors, the posterior round cuts were 
scored lower than the anterior for the flavor factor. 
For any of the factors evaluated, the effect of treatment 
applied to each of the groups was the same in each cut. 
Chemical analysis of wholesale cuts and a composite 
sample of the right side of the carcass investigated by 
Ogilurie et. al. (1955), clearly showed that stiibestrol 
caused increased protein deposition in the care as espe­
cially during early stages of the feeding period. This 
was accomplished by a reduction in fat and increased 
moisture content. 
The data on live and carcass measurements and the 
comparative weights of the cats of meat complied by 
Ogilurie indicated that stilbestrol had little effect on 
carcass conformation. Carcass value was not altered by 
a greater or lesser percentage of the higher priced cuts 
such as the rib, loin, or sirloin. However, the overall 
carcass merit was influenced by alteration in the compo­
sition of meat from treated versus non-treated steers. 
11 
Reports by Olcgg and Oolc (1954), have indicated 
a lowering of carcass grade as a result of subcutaneous 
treatment of steers with diethylstilbestrol. Dinusson 
et. al. (1950), noted no significant differences in 
carcass grade or dressing percentage. Implantation 
resulted in one-third grade lower steer carcasses but 
actually raised the bull carcass grade from average 
good to high good. In & review of diethyXstilbestrol 
work, Winchester and Andrews (1957) concluded that 
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Summary 
jProsa the past experiments conducted to determine 
the effects of 4 ic thyIs tilbes trol adminiafcr&t ion on 
beef cattle, production, it was found that the implatation 
of stilbestrol increased the daily gain of beef cattle to 
a larger extant than orally administered stilbestrol. 
The raversa is true with ressect to dry-lot.feeding. 
Results of experiments revealed that a re-implant of 
stilbestrol in weaner calves increased daily gain raoreso 
in dry-lot and pasture feeding than a single implant. 
An over dosage of implanted stilbestrol caused 
considerable side effect on the an Irani as cae>$ ared with 
orally administered stilbestrol. In testing the effects 
that stilbestrol had on the quality of beef, results 
indicated that the quality of the carcass was re­
duced with an increased dosage of stilbestrol. 
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Conclusion 
Diethylstilbectrol administered to beef cattle 
has an advantage over non-treated animals, whether 
on dry-lot or pasture feeding. 
The advantages of stilbestrol exceeds the dis-
advantages when the proper dosage and administrative 
techniques are utilised. 
The quality of meat is effected less when 
stilbestrol is orally administered to beef cattle 
than when it is implanted. 
14 
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